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Table 2 Properties of rebars and PC bars

Type A(em®) | {(MPa)| (%) |Es(GPa)
DI3 | 127 | 359 | 0.8 | 1996
Rebar - ——
o $3.7 | 011 | 333 | 0.17 | 1959
’J,
pCbar 838 L 01l 1 000 | 060 | 2000
054 | 023 | |

Notes: A = cross section area, fy = yield strength of sleel
€y=yield strain of steel, Es = modulus of elasticity.
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Fig. 2 Observed cracking patterns

— 1646 —



M2 1 Fig.4 TXFI %A L 72,

Ev-R curve

ARBREEEHREA12-D13
(pg=2.44%) &% VEIZIE, & AN

SR AT — A L2 A e W ETE (3.7 ¢ -
@105 (pw=0. 08%) ) (2& %, HHEFEK

R99M-PO

ER{KROIM-PO (X R=0.5% ? 3 [a] H D #f

Lol EWRIC, AP e l2 B3 20 2 A BT O
OE N4 L7 (Fig.2B8H), 207
H1.5% FTOIEAEBEVBE LMK
DA FELCKTL, BEICE-S

R9IM-P150

P2 AED EHAG] 3R 0 FEIR L 2 W

DIEVER) 7% &AM BIEETdH > 72, 72
ROIM-P150 Ix, R=0.18% & R=-0.14%
BEIZALBHIZE AT O VBN L 72
2, WHETFRRON 2070, LA

R99M-P105

L, R=1.12% & R=-0. 6% THE JEB 12

AW O E A U, A S5 25
RLT, No.3 D P C NIRRT <
IZE -7, No. 4D P C #id# 3 Figs.4,5

R99M-P41’

2R L9102, BRIRL 72, web D 4 Bt

Ho P CHiltEd BRI L (Fig.d @ X5
7, Fig. 31259 X 9 IZR9IM-P150 D
W TS o K e &b izik4
IZEigs sz b ERIE BRI,

RY99M-PH34’

AW REEE L A A5 0 A5 LT

% (Fig.3 %)
RIIM-P105 (& ROOM-P150 & [l KE 12 T il AS R 1A
HY, CAMMBIER I ET OB L. &
B, ZOHOP CHMEEIMREKL TR V. A
fif JJ 12 ROIM-P150 * (ZIZ[E LT 2 A5, it ik
Fldd pIEIEME 2 S hre.
)i, ROM-PA1" 13 IELAB D K LRz & 2
M ) N 23 i 12/ & < BB ATRRAR R IE 12 3%
L, MR IRm A sy Gk, 2
DFED T FEVEREIERIM-P105 12 ¥ L < o
SNz, LaL, FRiiecs s L) hmEs
REAS S TlX v, 72, ROOM-Pu34’ 13 4E 0 EB 1
5. 0%F THASETLKREMNIDIKT A%
<, BEEFFEIIHERIEVWVEE LV - T %
VTV 5 (Fig3sl), bbb, TasdiT

Fig.3 Measured V-R and €v-R relationships
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Fig. 6 Measured skeleton curves
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Vexp=measured lateral capacity , Vf=flexural strength by fiber model , Vs=shear strength by ALJ design guideline
p=ductility factor , Vbu=shear strength due to bond failure , Thu=bond strength by ALJ design guideline
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Fig. 8 Experimental results versus calculated shear/flexural strength
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Fig. 9 Ductility factor versus shear/ Fig.10 Shear strength due to bond failure/flexural strength versus
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Fig. 12 Measured skeleton curves versus calculated
flexural strength relationships
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Fig. 13 Calculated N-M interaction diagrams and
experimental results
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